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VOGEL, Judge. 

 A mother appeals the termination of her parental rights to her child.1  The 

juvenile court terminated the mother’s rights pursuant to Iowa Code section 

232.116(1)(a), (e), and (h) (2015).  The mother argues the State failed to prove 

by clear and convincing evidence the statutory grounds for terminating her 

parental rights, termination is not in the best interests of the child, and the 

strength of the parent-child bond should preclude termination.   

 We review the termination of parental rights proceedings de novo, giving 

weight to the factual findings of the juvenile court, though we are not bound by 

them.  In re A.M., 843 N.W.2d 100, 110 (Iowa 2014).   

 A.C., born August 2015, came to the attention of the Iowa Department of 

Human Services (DHS) at birth due to a drug test that revealed the presence of 

methamphetamine, amphetamines, Oxycodone, and marijuana in her system.  

The child was adjudicated a child in need of assistance under Iowa Code section 

232.2(6)(o) and removed from the home.  The mother agreed to a substance-

abuse evaluation and accepted services through the DHS, including substance-

abuse treatment, mental-health services, and family-preservation court.  

Throughout the pendency of this case, the mother sporadically missed 

appointments for both substance-abuse treatment and family-preservation court.  

As part of her treatment, the mother submitted to drug tests periodically.  She 

tested positive for methamphetamine, amphetamines, and marijuana on multiple 

occasions throughout the pendency of this case and stopped submitting to drug 

tests altogether in the months leading up to termination.  In July 2016, the mother 

                                            
1 The father’s parental rights were also terminated, but he does not appeal.  
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gave birth to another child, who tested positive for methamphetamine, 

amphetamines and marijuana at birth.  Despite admitting illegal drug use, the 

mother failed to return to suggested inpatient treatment.   

 The record reflects the mother made little progress despite services 

offered through the DHS and the child cannot be returned to the custody of the 

mother at the present time.  See Iowa Code § 232.116(1)(h)(4).  Upon our de 

novo review, we conclude the State established by clear and convincing 

evidence termination of the mother’s parental rights was warranted under Iowa 

Code section 232.116(1)(h).  See In re S.R., 600 N.W.2d 63, 64 (Iowa Ct. App. 

1999) (“When the juvenile court terminates parental rights on more than one 

statutory ground, we need only find grounds to terminate under one of the 

sections cited by the juvenile court to affirm.”).  Because we agree statutory 

grounds existed to support termination, termination was in the child’s best 

interests, and no exception precludes termination, we affirm without further 

opinion.2  See Iowa Ct. R. 21.26(1)(a), (d), (e).   

 AFFIRMED.  

                                            
2 Although the mother also requests another six months to work towards reunification, 
the record does not support a conclusion that additional time would produce any 
different outcome for the mother’s ability to safely care for A.C.  See Iowa Code 
§ 232.104(2)(b); see also In re A.A.G., 708 N.W.2d 85, 93 (Iowa Ct. App. 2005) (“From 
our de novo review of the record, we also are unable to make a finding the need for 
removal would no longer exist after a six-month extension.”). 


